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inferences drawn therefrom provided factual basis for trial court’s award of
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and ordered that certain sums be paid to defendant within thirty days of date
of judgment; whether trial court abused its discretion by declining to award
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with counsel.
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ing presumption that trial counsel’s decision not to raise intoxication defense
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and informed petitioner of possible intoxication defense, there was reasonable
probability that he would not have pleaded guilty; whether habeas court properly
rejected petitioner’s claim that he was under influence of drugs at time of murders.
Rogers v. Commissioner of Correction. . . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. .........
Habeas corpus; whether habeas court improperly denied amended petition for writ
of habeas corpus, claim that trial counsel provided ineffective assistance; whether
habeas court properly concluded that petitioner failed to sustain his burden of
proving that he was prejudiced by trial counsel’s alleged deficient performance;
whether it was reasonably probable that, but for trial counsel’s alleged deficient
legal advice, petitioner would have accepted state’s thirty-five year plea deal;
claim that habeas court’s finding that petitioner would have rejected plea deal even
if he had received accurate advice from trial counsel concerning admissibility
of certain testimony was clearly erroneous; whether petitioner’s testimony that
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he would have accepted plea deal was unreliable; whether claim that prior habeas
counsel rendered ineffective assistance failed as matter of law.
Saunders v. Commissioner of Correction . . .. ... ... ... ... ............
Habeas corpus; whether habeas court properly dismissed petition for writ of habeas
corpus on grounds that due process claims were procedurally defaulted and
petitioner failed to allege legally cognizable cause and prejudice to overcome
procedural defaults; claim that petitioner’s rights to due process were violated
on ground that he was tried while he was incompetent and that competency
examination had not been requested for him by trial court or state, in violation
of statute (§ 54-56d), during criminal proceedings; assertion that due process
claims were not subject to procedural default rule; reviewability of due process
claims; assertion that claims of incompetence to stand trial should be treated in
same manner as substantial claims of actual innocence, which are not subject
to procedural default.
Seaport Capital Partners, LLC v. Spear (Memorandum Decision). . . . .. ... ... ...
Sempey v. Stamford Hospital . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... . ...
Wrongful termination of employment; motion to strike; claim that trial court improp-
erly struck each count of operative complaint; whether factual allegations con-
tained in complaint for wrongful termination in breach of implied contract set
Sforth facts essential to establishment of implied contract or specified public policy
that was alleged to have been implicated by plaintiff’s discharge from defendant’s
employ; whether there was anything in record that indicated that plaintiff sought
permission of trial court or agreement of defendant to amend complaint by adding
new cause of action after case was remanded to trial court by Appellate Court;
whether statements made by representatives of defendant before Employment
Security Division of Department of Labor when contesting plaintiff’s eligibility
Sor unemployment benefits were absolutely privileged; whether plaintiff’s allega-
tions that defendant improperly withheld three personal folders that contained
various certificates and personal records were sufficient to establish claim for
negligent infliction of emotional distress; whether plaintiff alleged any acts com-
mitted by defendant in conduct of any trade or commerce to support claim for
violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade Practice Act (§ 42-110a et seq.).
Shear v. Shear . . . . . . . . .
Dissolution of marriage; appeal to Superior Court from order of family support
magistrate; motion for modification of child support; subject matter jurisdiction;
whether appeal from order of family support magistrate was taken from final
Judgment; whether family support magistrate’s order regarding motion for modi-
Sfication fully dispose of that motion,; whether family support magistrate’s order
terminated separate and distinct proceeding or so concluded rights of parties
that further proceedings could not affect them.
Stanley v. Commissioner of Correction (Memorandum Decision) . . ... ... ... ...
State v. ALEXIS . . . . . . e e e
Robbery in first degree; threatening in second degree; claim that trial court improp-
erly admitted prejudicial photograph into evidence; claim that state violated
defendant’s due process right to fair trial by eliciting testimony and making
remark during closing arguments about defendant’s postarrest and post-Miranda
silence; whether defendant demonstrated harm resulting from admission of photo-
graph into evidence; whether alleged constitutional violation was harmless
beyond reasonable doubt.
State v. BrooKks. . . . . . ..
Illegal receipt of firearm; whether evidence was insufficient to support conviction
of illegal receipt of firearm because state did not prove when or how defendant
received firearm.
State v. Carpenter. . . . . . . .. e e e e
Murder; arson in second degree; claim that trial court improperly declined to give
Jury instruction on thivd-party culpability; whether evidence was sufficient to
establish direct connection between third party and murder of victim or arson
of victim’s home.
State v. Carter . . . . . . . . e
Assault in first degree; attempt to commit assault in first degree; risk of injury to
child; criminal possession of firearm; mootness; whether trial court erred in
dismissing motion to sel aside judgment of conviction; claim that trial court
improperly found that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction over motion to set
aside judgment of conviction; whether there was any practical relief that could
be afforded to defendant in light of unchallenged collateral estoppel basis for trial
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court’s dismissal of defendant’s motion to set aside judgment of conviction;
whether appeal was moot.
State v. Cecil. . . . . . . e 446
Murder; criminal possession of firearm,; reviewability of claim that trial court
improperly admitted into evidence video recorded statements of witnesses; claim
that trial court improperly admitted into evidence handgun magazine, which
defendant claimed was irrelevant, highly prejudicial and misleading.
State v. DeJesus . . . . . . .. e 304
Sexual assault in fourth degree; risk of ingury to child; unpreserved claim that trial
court improperly admitted into evidence expert testimony regarding how child
victims of sexual abuse behave and how they disclose their abuse; whether trial
court committed plain error in admitting testimony of expert witness; request
that this court exercise its supervisory authority over administration of justice
to preclude, as matter of law, admission of expert testimony on characteristics
of children who report sexual abuse; claim that trial court abused its discretion
during pretrial hearing by refusing to permit defendant to ask victim leading
questions on direct examination; whether defendant failed to establish that trial
court’s alleged error caused him harm.
State v. Joseph. . . . . . e 684
Assault of public safety personnel; claim that jury’s rejection of affirmative defense
of mental disease or defect was not supported by evidence; whether jury was
obligated to accept testimony of expert witness, credibility of witnesses.
State v. Michael T.. . . . . . . . . . e 598
Risk of ingury to child; unlawful restraint in first degree; assault in first degree;
criminal attempt to commit assault in first degree; assault in second degree;
whether trial court abused its discretion by admitting into evidence forensic
interviews of victims, claims that forensic interviews did not meet requirements
of medical diagnosis and treatment exception to rule against hearsay, as estab-
lished in State v. Griswold (160 Conn. App. 528), were irrelevant, were more
prejudicial than probative and were cumulative; claim that trial court improperly
denied motions for judgment of acquittal with respect to two counts of risk of
ingury to child because neither victim was placed at risk of injury to her physical
or mental health, as neither victim actually witnessed burning of other; claim
that trial court made constitutional and evidentiary error when it improperly
precluded defendant from presenting evidence of third-party culpability by not
allowing him to testify about his givifriend’s prior statement to him that she had
burned victims; claim that trial court improperly determined that statement
against penal interest exception to rule against hearsay did not apply to alleged
admission of defendant’s girifriend to defendant that she had burned victims.
State v. Ortega (Memorandum Decision). . . . . ... ... .. ... ... ... ... ... 904
State v. Patel. . . . . . . .. e 245
Murder; home invasion; burglary in first degree as accessory; robbery in first degree
as accessory; conspiracy to commit burglary in first degree; tampering with
physical evidence; whether trial court abused its discretion when it admitted
coconspirator’s statements pursuant to dual inculpatory statement exception to
hearsay rule in applicable provision (§ 8-6 [4]) of Connecticut Code of Evidence;
unpreserved claim that trial court improperly found coconspirator unavailable
to testify; claim that defendant’s sixth amendment right to confrontation was
violated when trial court failed to have coconspirator sworn in prior to making
its determination that coconspirator was unavailable to testify; claim that trial
court commiltted plain error when it failed to have coconspirator sworn in before
making its determination that coconspirator was unavailable to testify; claim
that trial court violated defendant’s sixth amendment right to confrontation when
it admitted tape recording of coconspirator’s statements to jailhouse informant,;
claim that coconspirator’s statements to jailhouse informant constituted inad-
missible testimonial hearsay under federal constitution; unpreserved claim that
coconspirator’s statements to jailhouse informant were testimonial under due
process and confrontation clauses in article first, § 8, of state constitution; claim
that trial court abused its discretion when it admitted coconspirator’s statements
to jailhouse informant and coconspirator’s givifriend pursuant to § 8-6 (4);
whether trial court properly found that coconspirator’s statements to jailhouse
informant and coconspirator’s girlifriend presented sufficient indicia of reliabil-
ity; whether trial court abused its discretion when it excluded from evidence
under § 8-6 (4) certain testimony as not trustworthy; whether trial court abused
its discretion when it denied defendant’s motion to preclude state from offering
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testimony about cell phone tower data analysis; claim that trial court failed to
conduct hearing pursuant to State v. Porter (241 Conn. 57) to determine reliability
of methods and procedures concerning cell phone tower data analysis; whether
evidence was sufficient to convict defendant of murder under theory of liability
that was predicated on Pinkerton v. United States (328 U.S. 640).

State v. Pernell. . . . . . ...
Murder; prosecutorial impropriety; whether defendant was deprived of his due pro-
cess right to fair trial because of certain prosecutorial improprieties in closing
argument; claim that prosecutor improperly opined on how someone should act
during police interview because there was no evidence as to how grieving person
typically would respond when questioned by police hours after witnessing his
Sfriend’s death, nor about how defendant’s ingestion of phencyclidine could have
affected his behavior during police interview; claim that prosecutor improperly
interjected his own experience by stating what he would have done if he had
Sound himself in defendant’s circumstances; claim that prosecutor improperly
appealed to jurors’ emotions when prosecutor speculated that defendant shame-
Sully went through victim’s purse after her death and found letters regarding
child custody issues; claim that prosecutor’s statement that defendant’s version
of events, namely, that gun was in both his and victim’s hands at time of discharge,
contradicted gunshot residue evidence was improper because it was not properly
derived from evidence presented, claim that prosecutor’s use of words “kill shot”
improperly appealed to jurors’ sympathies and emotions because those words
implied more than mere murder; whether prosecutor’s use of word “executed”
improperly appealed to jurors’ sympathies and emotions; whether prosecutor’s
statement of “[i1]t’s shameful” that defendant went through victim’s purse after
her death was improper expression of personal opinion,; whether prosecutorial
improprieties deprived defendant of his due process right to fair trial.

State v. Ramos. . . . . . .. e
Motion to correct illegal sentence; subject matter jurisdiction; whether motion to
correct illegal sentence was proper procedural vehicle to raise claim challenging
legality of defendant’'s conviction; whether trial court lacked jurisdiction over
motion to correct illegal sentence that did mot challenge legality of sentence
imposed; improper form of judgment.
State v. Ricks . . . . . . . . e
Motion to correct illegal sentence; claim that due process required state to prove that
defendant breached initial plea agreement before state could enter into second
plea agreement with him; adoption of trial court’s memorandum of decision as
proper statement of facts and applicable law on issues.
State v. Riddick . . . . . . . .. e
Motion to correct judgment mittimus; subject matter jurisdiction,; claim that trial
court improperly denied motion to correct judgment mittimus; improper form
of judgment.
State v. Salters. . . . . . . . .
Assault of employee of Department of Correction; motion to correct illegal sentence;
claim that trial court abused its discretion when il denied motion to correct
illegal sentence because sentencing court substantially relied on state’s materially
inaccurate information at sentencing; whether defendant could establish that
sentencing court relied on inaccurate information; whether police detective’s
sworn testimony exceeded minimum indicia of reliability required of informa-
tion relied on by court in sentencing; whether trial court discussed and applied
correctly appropriate standard of actual reliance; whether there was anything
in record that indicated that sentencing court relied on information regarding
defendant’s activities in North Carolina to fashion defendant’s sentence; whether,
because defendant failed to establish that sentencing court relied on inaccurate
or unreliable information, other claims on appeal necessarily failed.

Stevens v. Khalily . . . . . . . . . . .. e
Intentional infliction of emotional distress; whether trial court properly granted
motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction; claim that trial court improp-
erly relied on affidavits of nonresident defendants and that affidavits were insuf-
ficient to rebut presumption of proper service; whether plaintiff failed to sustain
his burden that he properly served nonresident defendants at their respective last
known addresses and that he made a reasonably diligent search to find out
their last known addresses, within a reasonable time, before attempting service
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Sullivan v. Associated Ins. Agency, LLC (Memorandum Decision) . . . . ... .... ...
Tatoian v. Tyler . . . . . . . . . e e e e
Vexatious litigation, trusts; whether trial court properly denied motion to dismiss
plaintiff trustee’s action for vexatious litigation; claim that trial court lacked
subject matter jurisdiction because trustee lacked standing at time he commenced
action, claim that trial court improperly failed to consider whether settlor of
trust was subjected to undue influence in connection with creation of trust; claim
that trial court misinterpreted relevant law in its analysis of whether defendant
beneficiaries had probable cause in prior action against trustee to claim that
trustee failed to diversify trust’s assets in violation of statute (§ 45a-541c); claim
that trial court misinterpreted relevant law in its analysis of whether trustee
could prevail merely by demonstrating that beneficiaries lacked probable cause
to bring one of several claims beneficiaries brought against trustee in prior
action; claim that trial court improperly analyzed whether beneficiaries had
probable cause to bring claims against trustee in prior action where court essen-
tially disallowed reliance by trustee on trust’s exculpatory clause to demonstrate
that beneficiaries lacked probable cause.
Telman v. Hoyt. . . . . . . . . e
Fraud; hearing in damages; claim that trial court abused its discretion when it
denied motion for additur as to attorney’s fees; whether rules of practice provide
Sor motion for additur in connection with hearing in damages to court.
T & M Building Co. v. Hastings . . . . . . . ... ... .. ... . ..
Contracts; specific performance; statute of frauds; promissory estoppel; unjust
enrichment; claim that trial court erred in determining that handwritten docu-
ment executed by parties violated statute of frauds; claim that trial court should
have considered extrinsic evidence and past performance; claim that trial court
erred in rendering judgment for defendant on unjust enrichment claim; claim that
court erred in rendering judgment for defendant on promissory estoppel claim.
U.S. Bank National Assn. v. Stephenson (Memorandum Decision) . . . . .. ... ... ..
Villar v. A Better Way Wholesale Autos, Inc. (Memorandum Decision) . . . . .. ... ..
Watts v. Commissioner of Correction. . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ...,
Habeas corpus; whether habeas court properly rejected claim that trial counsel ren-
dered ineffective assistance by failing to properly advise petitioner about plea
offer; whether petitioner proved that he was prejudiced by counsel’s alleged defi-
cient performance; claim that ninety-five year sentence violated right to remain
Sree from cruel and unusual punishment; claim that petitioner was entitled to
new sentencing proceeding in which court must consider mitigating factors of
youth and impose proportionate sentence; claim that Appellate Court lacked
subject matter jurisdiction because petitioner was not aggrieved by habeas court’s
dismissal without prejudice of cruel and unusual punishment claims; whether
petitioner was entitled to resentencing in light of legislation (P.A. 15-84) passed
subsequent to petitioner’s conviction that provided parole eligibility for juvenile
offenders serving sentence of greater than ten years of incarceration, where
Supreme Court determined in State v. Williams-Bey (333 Conn. 468), which had
been pending during petitioner’s habeas trial, that parole eligibility adequately
remedied any violation of requirement that mitigating factors of youth be consid-
ered before sentence of life without possibility of parole, or functional equivalent
thereof, could be imposed.
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Ferraro . . . .. . ... ... .. ... . . . ... ...
Foreclosure; summanry judgment; whether trial court improperly permitted and con-
sidered live testimony from witnesses during evidentiary hearing on motion for
summary judgment as to liability and objection thereto; whether, by weighing
credibility of witnesses who testified and assessing strength of evidence submitted
at evidentiary hearing in deciding motion, trial court improperly decided genu-
ine issue of material fact, which rendered granting of motion for summary
Judgment improper.
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